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REMARKS 

This response is intended as a full and complete response to the non-final Office 

Action mailed January 4, 2007. 

,„ v.ew of the following discussion. Applicants submit mat none of the c, a , m s now 
pending in the application are obvious under the provisions of 35 U.S^C. §103. 

I, is to be understood that Applicants do not acquiesce to the Examiner s 
characterizations of th. art of record or to Applicants' subject matter recited in the 
pending claims. Further, Applicants are not acoufcsdng to the Examines tements 
as to the applicability of the art of record to the pending claims by filing the .nstant 
response. 

,«H«r 6103^^ 1 - 7-10 13 14, 20. P. " W-38, 42, 43, 46- 

5 7. and 62-63 

Claims 1-3. 7-10, 13, 14, 20, 22, 24, 26-38, 42, 43, 46-57, and 62*3 are 
reiacted under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Roth etal.(USPN 

hereinafter -Roth-, in view of Armbruster e, ai. (USPN 6,243,760 hereinafter 
-Armbruster-). in further view of Bull et al. (USPN 6,208.975. hereinafter Buli ). The 

rejection is traversed. n , AP 

According to MPEP §2143. to establish a prima facie case of obv,ousness under 
$103, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or 
motivation, eittter in the references themser.es or in the knowledge generally available 
,o one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expecfction of success. Final* .t» 
prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all M <M» 
iimitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 
reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the pnor art, no ,n app„cant s 
disclosure. In re VaecK, 947 F.2d 438. 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The combination of Roth, Armbruster and Bull fails to estabiish a pnma face 
case of obviousness, because the combination fails to teach or suggest all the 
elements of the claimed invention. For example, th. combination farts to teach or 
suggest the claimed using a computer to ^ tnr uw nrr^ M" plurality of We jj 
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~ .he URL „ ■ r * V 1~ " '"' BrnB ' ^ Pr ° Vide t 

a *■„„ n o ii fio\ However, the Examiner alleges that 
Office Action. (See Office Action, p. 3, II. 8-9.) However, 

Armbruster teaches the above limitations. 

The Applicants ^ct* «*«* ** ** * T? " 'Tf wl 

leastthe limlon Cusing a -puter to moj^o^^ 

hy ^ me URL re; H .| ■ rr h. mr- Intern*. Pw*r 

^ ln> n ,nresenc e .(^ Tnnb r uB te r, 9a c h e 5 ma. an ISP caching compte* 

P^ence is used for .he content provders to acces *s 

locateo near an k Notably, the content 

own cacheable files. (See Armbruster. col. 4, 1. 1 - col. 5, 1. 22.) N * 
provider chooses to whom the content provider's web page may b. <M» ted to ba ed 
upon choices provided by an ISP. (See/d.) N otab. y . Amfcruster do^ a* or 
s goes, the ability to profile a web user based upon m nnrlorin n. » ^ 

■i!! ,^ W.h site s ^ UW H»n> hy me ||,er at me In^et 

f ^^^t ofj ^eJESa because Armbruster teaches the 
^provideralJdy Knows whomeweb page is being distributed to and orty ,s 
concerned wim those accessing «s own webpage and no. monitonng user a«ess to 
■^ ^^O The ISP caching complex boated near me ISP s point of 

^ a content provided own files and n^r — ^ 

.h. |nt«npt SerV ~- P™ r"" ™"* of V"*™"* (PO B- 

Moreover, Bui, fails to bridge the substantia, gap left by Roth and Armbruster. 
Bu„ also does no, teach or suggest at leas, the llmttation of using a computer to » 

.! r ,„ - oiur a i . , of m ~ n v m^m ■ 'PI "1 "- ™* » te 

f 1 V internet S --'~ P™™" "SP> nnM of Presence (PQ B- 
Moreover, me Applicants respectfully submitthat ^^""^'^ 
meaningfully combined with Roth and Bull. The Applicants respectfully subm* the, the 
^ s not as broad as categorized by the Examiner, i.e. -elective storage and retneva 
of informal. (See Off.ce Action, p. 3, II. 19-21.) The Applicants respectful* submit 
tha. the art is much narrower and concerned with me art of profiling web users. 
Armbruster is not concerned wim profiling web users, but rather w«h .nf^—n 
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dissemination. In contrast, Roth and Bull address the issue of profiling web users wfth 
S£L information. Therefore, Armbuster, Roth and Bull cannot be mean.ngfully 

C ° mb ' Therefore, independent claim 1 is patentable over the combination of Roth 
Armbruster and Bull. Furthermore, each of the other independent c^rns 22 31 , 32 
53 and 56, recites relevant limitations similar to those recited in independent cla.m 1. 
As such, for at least the reasons noted above, claims 22, 31 , 32, 53, and 56 are also 
patentable over Roth, Armbruster and Bull. 

Claims 2 3 7-10, 13, 14, and 20 depend, directly or indirectly, from cla.m 1 and, 
thus, inherit the patentable subject matter of claim 1. Therefore, claims 2. 7-10, 13, 14, 
and 20 are also patentable over the combination of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. 

Claims 24 and 26-30 depend, directly or indirectly, from claim 22 and, thus, 
inherit the patentable subject matter of claim 22. Therefore, claims 24 and 26-30 are 
also patentable over the combination of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. 

Claims 33-38, 42, 43, 46-52 and 54-55 depend, directly or indirectly, from cla.m 
32 depend, directly or indirectly, from claim 32 and, thus inherit the patentable subject 
matter of claim 32. Therefore, claims 33-38, 42, 43 and 46-52 are also patentable over 
the combination of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. 

Claims 54-55 depend directly from claim 53 and, thus, inherit the patentable 
subject matter of claim 53. Therefore, claims 54-55 are also patentable over the 
combination of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. 

Claims 57 62, and 63 depend, directly or indirectly, from claim 56 and, thus, 
inherit the patentable subject matter of claim 22. Therefore, claims 57, 62, and 63 are 
also patentable over the combination of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. 

? c ii q r frin3(al Relec *"l Claims 15-18 

Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roth in view of Armbruster, in further view of Bull, in further view of Sheena et «i (USPN 
6 049 777, hereinafter "Sheena"). The rejection is traversed. 

' Claims 15-18 depend, directly or indirectly, from claim 1 and, thus, inherit the 
patentable subject matter of claim 1 . Sheena adds nothing with regard to the above- 
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mentioned deficiencies of Roth. Therefore, Cairns 15-18 are patentable over the 
combination of Roth, Armbruster, Bull and Sheena. 



35 u ftH S103fr) Rejection "* Claim 19 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(3) as being unpatentable over " 
view of Armbruster, in further view of Bui,, in further view o, Bering (USPN 6,298,348. 
hereinafter "Eldering"). The rejection is traversed. 

Claim 19 depends from claim 1 and. thus. Inherits the patentable sublet matter 
of claim 1. Eldering adds nothing with regard to the above-merrfoned deficiency of 
Roth, Armbruster and Bull. Therefore, daim 1« is patent over the comb,na«cn of 
Roth, Armbruster, Bull and Eldering. 

H S C S103(al ^j^tion of ^ and S 8 " 61 

Claims 21 and 58-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as be.ng 
unpatentable over Roth in view of Armbruster, in further view of Bull, in further v,ew of 
Park et al. (USPN 6,295,061. hereinafter "Park"). The rejection is traversed. 

Claim 21 depends indirectly from claim 1 and, thus, inherits the patentable 
subject matter of claim 1 . Park adds nothing with regard to the above n«*oned- _ 
deficiencies of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. Therefore, claim 21 is patentable over the 
combination of Roth, Armbruster, Bull and Park. 

Claims 58-61 depend, directly or indirectly, from claim 56 and. thus, .nhentthe 
patentable subject matter of claim 56. Park adds nothing with regard to the above 
mentioned deficiencies of Roth, Armbruster and Bull. Therefore, claims 58-61 are 
patentable over the combination of Roth, Armbruster, Bull and Park. 

^gu s c. S10? {*> Paction of C'aim 25 ' ^ Drtth in 
CIaim 25 J rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Roth ,n 

view of Armbruster in further view of Bull, in further view of Haitsuka et al. (USPN 
6,366,298, hereinafter "Haitsuka"). The rejection is traversed. 

Claim 25 depends from claim 22 and, thus, inherits the patentable subject matter 
of claim 22. Haitsuka adds nothing with regard to the above-mentioned defio.enc.es of 
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Roth, Armbruster and Bull. Therefore, claim 25 is patentable over the combination of 
Roth, Armbruster, Bull and Haitsuka. 



grr.nNDARY REFERENCES 

The secondary references made of record are noted. However, it is believed 
that the secondary references are no more pertinent to Applicants' disclosure than the 
primary references cited in the Office Action. Therefore, Applicants believe that a 
detailed discussion of the secondary references is not necessary for a full and complete 
response to this Office Action. 

CONCLUSION 

Thus, Applicants submit that ail of the claims presently in the application are in 
allowable form. Accordingly, both reconsideration of this application and its swift 
passage to issue are earnestly solicited. 

If, however, the Examiner believes that there are any unresolved issues requiring 
adverse final action in any of the claims now pending in the application, it is requested 
' that the Examiner telephone Famon J. Wall or Jimmy Kim, at (732) 530-9404, so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made for resolving such issues as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: 




Eamon J. Wall 
Registration No. 39,414 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 



PATTERSON & SHERIDAN, LLP 
595 Shrewsbury Avenue, Suite 100 
Shrewsbury, New Jersey 07702 
Telephone: 732-530-9404 

Facsimile: 732-530-0808 
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